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DETAILED ACTION 

Election/Restrictions 

1 . Applicant's election without traverse of group II (claims 8-38 and 39) in the reply 
filed on 12/17/2007 is acknowledged. 

Information Disclosure Statement 

2. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 1/05/2005 is being 
considered by the examiner. 

3. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 11/18/2005 is being 
considered by the examiner. 

However US Publication 2003/174136 A1 (Emberling et al.) is NOT being 
considered because it is an incorrect citation number. 

However US Publication 2002/1 18217 A1 (Fujiki) is NOT being considered 
because it is an incorrect citation number. 

4. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 1/20/2006 is being 
considered by the examiner. 

However, US Patent No. 6,389,830 (Brunner et al.) is NOT being considered 
because patent number does not mach the inventor and the reference is related to solar 
refrigeration, not optimizing graphics operations. 
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5. The information disclosure statement (IDS) submitted on 5/09/2006 is being 
considered by the examiner. 



Claim Objections 

6. Claims 12, 13, 20, 21, 22, 23, 31, and 36 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: Appropriate correction is required. 

7. Claim 12 (line 2) contains wherein the word "Calculating" is capitalized. Claims 
are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 sentence (using 1 
period). 

8. Claim 13 (line 2) contains wherein the word "Calculating" is capitalized. Claims 
are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 sentence (using 1 
period). 

9. Claim 20 (line 3) contains a period after the disclosed limitation of "the 
additional steps of using a cache to determine if said rendered image is available 
in memory." (line 2). As there are following limitations, there must not be ending 
punctuation except that of which does not end the sentence unless no following 
limitations are to be considered. 

Claim 20 (line 4) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 20 (line 6) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 20 (line 7) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 20 (line 8) is missing the ending punctuation. 
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Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

1 0. Claim 21 (line 3) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 21 (line 5) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 21 (line 6) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 21 (line 7) is missing the ending punctuation. 

Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

1 1 . Claim 22 (line 3) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 22 (line 4) contains wherein the word "Using" is capitalized. 
Claim 22 (line 5) is missing the ending punctuation. 

Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

12. Claim 23 (line 3) contains wherein the word "Under" is capitalized. 
Claim 23 (line 4) contains wherein the word "Under" is capitalized. 
Claim 23 (line 7) contains wherein the word "Under" is capitalized. 
Claim 23 (line 14) is missing the ending punctuation. 

Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

13. Claim 31 (line 3) contains wherein the word "Under" is capitalized. 
Claim 23 (line 4) contains wherein the word "Under" is capitalized. 
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Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

14. Claim 36 (line 3) is missing the ending punctuation. 

Claims are only to have a capital letter at the beginning and only contain 1 
sentence (using 1 period). 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

16. Claims 30 and 38 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 1 2, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

As per claim 30, it is dependent upon claim 23 which claims more than one GPU 
program. As in claim 30, it contains the limitation of "without running that GPU program". 
The term "that" is ambiguous and as it could be used to describe a plurality of GPU 
programs and actually limits down to one, without defining which GPU program is being 
described. Therefore claim 30 is indefinite for failing to point out which program "that 
GPU program" is. 

As per claim 38, it is dependent upon claim 31 which claims more than one node. 
As in claim 38, it contains the limitation of "without computing that node". The term "that" 
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is ambiguous and as it could be used to describe a plurality of nodes and actually limits 
down to one, without defining which node is being described. Therefore claim 38 is 
indefinite for failing to point out which node "that node" is. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

18. Claims 8-22 and 31 -39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Publication No.: US 2003/0076329 A1 (Beda) in view of U.S. 
Patent No. 5,896,139 (Strauss). 

1 9. As per claim 8, Beda teaches of a method of creating an image (graphic), said 
image represented by an image graph (tree structure), said image graph (tree structure) 
comprising one or more programs ([001 1] and [0012]), inputs to those programs and 
outputs from those programs, the method comprising the steps of: optimizing ([0010]) 
said image graph (sub-graph) by running software on a CPU ([Fig. 1, (120)] and 
[0032] and [0073]); compiling said image graph by running software on said CPU 
([0047] and [0048]); rendering said image graph by running said compiled image 
graph, yielding a rendered image ([Fig. 7], [0047], and [0048]). Beda teaches the 
limitations of claim 1 above; however, Beta fails to teach of wherein the method includes 
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one or more GPU programs, and wherein rendering an image is done by running the 
compiled image graph. Strauss teaches of a system and a method for optimizing a 
scene graph for optimizing the rendering of an image ([Column 1 , lines 63-67] and 
[Column 2, lines 1-13]). Strauss further teaches of containing a graphics controller 
(GPU) wherein rendering an object by executing the steps in the scene graph ([Fig. 3], 
[Column 1, lines 63-67], [Column 2-1-13], and [Column 2- lines 34-44]. Beda teaches of 
optimizing the rendering of graphics through the optimization of storing and accessing 
information related to an image based upon a caching structure (scenic graph - ex. 
[0008]) dependent upon an animation engine (graphics processor). Considering Strauss 
teaches of a system and method for using scenic graphs in relation to image data but 
includes using extra processing power (graphics controller) and contains an 
optimization step (optimization of both the scene graph and rendering performance), it 
would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to have combine the teachings of 
Beda with those of Strauss. Doing so would provide the means for an image rendering 
system that optimizes the scene graph used for rendering the image, optimizing the 
rendering of the image (including having more processing power), and having a more 
structured storage and retrieval method. 

20. As per claim 9, Beda and Strauss teach of the limitations of claim 8 above, 
however Beda fails to specifically teach of wherein the step of optimizing includes the 
step of using a cache look-up to see if said rendered image is already in cache. 

However, Beda does teach of system that maintains a cache and its visual information 
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including changes that occur within ([0015]). Considering that Beda teaches of 
maintaining a cache and optimizing the flow of information for visual information, further 
including wherein the changes of the cache are kept track of ([0010]), it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art to have checked the cache to see if the requested 
information has already been processed. It is well know to one skilled in the art to 
eliminate redundancy and as such this step is obvious. 

21 . As per claim 1 0, Beda teaches of the limitations of claim 8 above, however, Beda 
fails to specifically teach of wherein the step of optimizing includes the step of using a 
cache look-up to see if said image graph has already been optimized and is in a 
memory. Strauss teaches of wherein the scene graph is accessed and optimized 
([Column 5, lines 50-67], [Column 6, lines 1-19], [Fig. 3], and [Fig. 5]). Even though in 
the cited disclosures it is not specifically stated wherein the scene graph is stored within 
the cache and a cache look-up function engages to see if the graph has been optimized 
or not, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to have checked the cache to 
see if the graph had been optimized or has already been processed. It is well know to 
one skilled in the art to eliminate redundancy and as such this step is obvious. 

22. As per claim 1 1 , Beda teaches of wherein the step of optimizing includes the step 
of Calculating an intersection, said intersection representing an area where said 
rendered image is both defined by said image graph and part of a region 
requested by a process running on said CPU that has requested creation of said 
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image ([001 1], [0012], and [0013] - Beda teach so wherein the data structure can be 
traversed for direct rendering or for preprocessing - both of these execute a rendering 
procedure within the processing unit wherein an the data is represented by the scene 
graph and by image data being rendered as it is called). 

23. Regarding claim 12, it is similar in scope to claim 1 1 and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

24. Regarding claim 1 3, it is similar in scope to claims 1 1 and 1 2 and is rejected 
under the same rationale. 

25. As per claim 14, Beda and Strauss both teach the limitations of claim 8, and 
Beda teaches the limitations of claim 1 1 , however both Beda and Strauss fail to teach of 
comprising the step of, using said calculated intersection to limit the number of pixels 
that require calculation during said rendering on said GPU. Strauss does teach of 
the scene graph wherein each grouping of nodes corresponds to a part of the overall 
object being displayed ([Column 3 lines 33-50]). It would be obvious that since a node 
or grouping is responsible for just a part of the graphical information that when sending 
the information for that particular grouping through the graphics controller the 
information being sent is automatically already limited to what information is needed by 
that particular grouping. 
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26. Regarding claim 15, it is similar in scope to claim 14 and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

27. Regarding claim 16, it is similar in scope to claim 14 and 15 and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

28. As per claim 1 7, Beda and Strauss both teach the limitations of claim 8, and 
Beda teaches the limitations of claim 1 1 , however both Beda and Strauss fail to teach 
teaches of further comprising the step of, using said calculated intersection to limit the 
amount of memory necessary for storing said rendered image. Beda does teach of 
having an intelligent caching system that processes visual information ([0010], [001 1], 
[0012], and [0013]). The intelligence associates optimization and how that visual 
information is populated and used. Furthermore as disclosed within the paragraphs 
listed above, specific data handling methods are used to conserve resources ([0012]. 
Even though it is not specifically mentioned that the memory is limited, it would have 
been obvious to one skilled in the art that conserving resources also includes memory 
since over populating memory with data will bog down a system and not optimize 
processing in any nature. 

29. Regarding claim 18, it is similar in scope to claim 17 and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

30. Regarding claim 19, it is similar in scope to claim 17 and 18 and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 
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31 . As per claim 20, Beda and Strauss both teach the limitations of claim 8, and 
Strauss teaches Using the CPU to determine if programs may be combined; Using 
the CPU to determine if said GPU (graphics controller) is capable of running a 
program that has been created by combining two other GPU programs ([Column 5, 
lines 32-58], [Column 5, lines 50-67], and [Column 6, lines 1-22]). Strauss teaches the 
limitations of claim 23 above, however both fail to teach wherein said step of optimizing 
comprises the additional step of using a cache to determine if said rendered image 
is available in memory and of Using the CPU to perform ROI/DOD intersections 
with respect to one or more of said programs. Strauss does teach of wherein the 
optimization of the scene graph involves rearranging nodes based on their properties 
([Fig. 5], [Column 5, lines 50-67], and [Column 6, lines 1-18]). Applicant defines ROI and 
DOD in [01 17] in terms that they help the optimization of a section of data (according to 
shape). Considering each of the nodes have there own properties it would be obvious 
for one skilled in the art to have also termed each grouping of nodes that are rearranged 
in groups according to their properties (based on shape). Furthermore, it would have 
been obvious for one skilled in the art to have determined if an image or visual 
information would be ready for display or use within a program as without it being ready 
it would not be able to be displayed. 

32. Regarding claim 21 , it is similar in scope to claim 20 and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 
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33. Regarding claim 22, it is similar in scope to claim 20 and 21 and is rejected under 
the same rationale. 

34. Regarding claim 31 , Beda teaches of a method for creating a rendered image 
(graphic), the method comprising the steps of: Under control of said CPU, creating a 
graph representing said rendered image ([Fig. 1], [0010], [0032], [0047], [0048], and 
[0073]); Under control of said CPU (Fig. 4, 410 - host processor), starting with a root 
node in said graph ([Column 5, lines 6-19]), calling the following groups of objects 
for each node that must be calculated in order that the root node may be 
calculated ([Column 5, lines 32-58]); one or more objects for analyzing whether two 
programs may be combined, and performing a combination if said analysis is 
positive; one or more objects for creating a buffer and causing a GPU (graphics 
controller) to render an image to that buffer by running a program ([Column 5, lines 
50-67] and [Column 6, lines 1-22]). Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above, 
however fails to specifically teach of wherein the programs are GPU programs, and 
where there are one or more objects for performing DOD/ROI optimization. 
Strauss does teach of wherein the optimization of the scene graph involves rearranging 
nodes based on their properties ([Fig. 5], [Column 5, lines 50-67], and [Column 6, lines 
1-18]). Applicant defines ROI and DOD in [0117] in terms that they help the optimization 
of a section of data (according to shape). Considering each of the nodes have there 
own properties it would be obvious for one skilled in the art to have also termed each 
grouping of nodes that are rearranged in groups according to their properties (based on 
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shape). Beda teaches of optimizing the rendering of graphics through the optimization 
of storing and accessing information related to an image based upon a caching 
structure (scenic graph - ex. [0008]) dependent upon an animation engine (graphics 
processor). Considering Strauss teaches of a system and method for using scenic 
graphs in relation to image data but includes using extra processing power (graphics 
controller) and contains an optimization step (optimization of both the scene graph and 
rendering performance), it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to have 
combine the teachings of Beda with those of Strauss. Doing so would provide the 
means for an image rendering system that optimizes the scene graph used for 
rendering the image, optimizing the rendering of the image (including having more 
processing power), and having a more structured storage and retrieval method. 

35. As per claim 32, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 23 above, and 
Beda further teaches of wherein said representation of said rendered polygon is a 
graph ([Fig. 5] and [Abstract]). 

36. As per claim 33, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 23 above, and 
Beda further teaches of wherein said representation of said rendered polygon is a 
graph ([Fig. 5] and [Abstract]). 
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37. As per claim 34, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 23 above, and 
Strauss further teaches of receiving a request to render said image ([Fig. 5], [Column 
1, lines 63-67], and [Column 2, lines 1-13]). 

38. Regarding claim 35, it is similar in scope to claim 34 and is rejected under the 
same rationale. 

39. Regarding claim 36, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 31 above, 
however both Beda and Strauss fail to specifically teaches of wherein said one or 
more objects for analyzing whether two GPU programs may be combined, and 
performing a combination if said analysis is positive, are recursively called until 
no more combinations are possible even though it is tactical of optimization. Official 
Notice is taken that both the concept and the advantages of analyzing whether two GPU 
programs may be combined, and performing a combination if said analysis is positive, 
are recursively called until no more combinations are possible are well known and 
expected in the art. Thus, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art, at the 
time of Applicant's invention, to have analyzed all of the different combinations of using 
the "programs" in the scene graph as to optimize the rendering of the scene graph and 
to optimize the rendering of the image based on the data in the scene graph therefore 
optimizing the rendering procedure. 
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40. As per claim 37, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 31 above, 
however both Beda and Strauss fail to specifically teach of wherein DOD/ROI 
optimization comprises intersecting the ROI with the output DOD for a GPU 
program. Strauss does teach of wherein the optimization of the scene graph involves 
rearranging nodes based on their properties ([Fig. 5], [Column 5, lines 50-67], and 
[Column 6, lines 1 -1 8]). Applicant defines ROI and DOD in [01 1 7] in terms that they help 
the optimization of a section of data (according to shape). Considering each of the 
nodes have there own properties it would be obvious for one skilled in the art to have 
also termed each grouping of nodes that are rearranged in groups according to their 
properties (based on shape). Furthermore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in 
the art to have determined if an image or visual information would be ready for display 
or use within a program as without it being ready it would not be able to be displayed. 

41 . As per claim 38, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claim 31 above; 
however, both Beda and Strauss fail to specifically teach of wherein a cache is used 
in order to find the result of computed node without computing that node. Beda 
teaches of optimizing the rendering of graphics through the optimization of storing and 
accessing information related to an image based upon a caching structure (scenic 
graph - ex. [0008]) dependent upon an animation engine (graphics processor) and 
further of pre-processing ([Abstract], [0011], [0047], and [0048]) therefore not running 
the program until the optimized program (or combination) has been discovered. Strauss 
teaches of a system and a method for optimizing a scene graph for optimizing the 
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rendering of an image ([Column 1, lines 63-67] and [Column 2, lines 1-13]). Strauss 
further teaches of containing a graphics controller (GPU) wherein rendering an object by 
executing the steps in the scene graph ([Fig. 3], [Column 1, lines 63-67], [Column 2-1- 
13], and [Column 2- lines 34-44]. Considering Strauss teaches of a system and method 
for using scenic graphs in relation to image data but includes using extra processing 
power (graphics controller) and contains an optimization step (optimization of both the 
scene graph and rendering performance), it would have been obvious for one skilled in 
the art to have combine the teachings of Beda with those of Strauss. Doing so would 
provide the means for an image rendering system that optimizes the scene graph used 
for rendering the image, optimizing the rendering of the image (including having more 
processing power), and having a more structured storage and retrieval method. 

42. As per claim 39, Beda and Strauss teach the limitations of claims 8, 20, 23, and 
31 above, and Beda further teaches of a computer-readable medium having 
computer executable instructions for performing the method recited in any one of 
said claims ([0002] and [0015]). 

43. Claims 23, 24, and 27-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,896,139 (Strauss). 
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44. As per claim 23, Strauss teaches of a method for creating a rendered polygon 
(visual information), the method comprising the steps of: Under control of a CPU (Fig. 

4, 410 - host processor), receiving a request to render a polygon (triangle); Under 
control of said CPU, creating a representation of said rendered polygon comprising a 
root program (VRML) ([Column 5, lines 6-19]) and its relationship with other 
programs (several programs) ([Column 1, lines 48-60]), their inputs and outputs; 
Under control of said CPU, starting with the root program, calling the following 
groups of objects for each program that must be run in order that the root 
program may run to render said polygon ([Column 5, lines 32-58]); one or more 
objects for analyzing whether two programs may be combined, and performing a 
combination if said analysis is positive; one or more objects for creating a buffer 
and causing a GPU (graphics controller) to render an image to that buffer by 
running a program ([Column 5, lines 50-67] and [Column 6, lines 1-22]). Strauss 
teaches the limitations of claim 23 above, however fails to specifically teach of wherein 
the programs are GPU programs, and where there are one or more objects for 
performing DOD/ROI optimization. Strauss does teach of wherein the optimization of 
the scene graph involves rearranging nodes based on their properties ([Fig. 5], [Column 

5, lines 50-67], and [Column 6, lines 1-18]). Applicant defines ROI and DOD in [0117] in 
terms that they help the optimization of a section of data (according to shape). 
Considering each of the nodes have there own properties it would be obvious for one 
skilled in the art to have also termed each grouping of nodes that are rearranged in 
groups according to their properties (based on shape). 
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45. As per claim 24, Strauss teaches of wherein said representation of said 
rendered polygon (triangle) is a graph (scene graph) ([Fig. 5], [Column 5, lines 50-67], 
and [Column 6, lines 1-18]). 

46. As per claim 27, Strauss teaches the limitations of further wherein an application 
program under CPU control makes said request to render said polygon ([Fig. 5], 
[Column 1, lines 63-67], and [Column 2, lines 1-13]). 

47. Regarding claim 28, Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above, however 
Strauss fails to specifically teach of wherein said one or more objects for analyzing 
whether two GPU programs may be combined, and performing a combination if 
said analysis is positive, are recursively called until no more combinations are 
possible even though it is tactical of optimization. Official Notice is taken that both the 
concept and the advantages of analyzing whether two GPU programs may be 
combined, and performing a combination if said analysis is positive, are recursively 
called until no more combinations are possible are well known and expected in the art. 
Thus, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art, at the time of Applicant's 
invention, to have analyzed all of the different combinations of using the "programs" in 
the scene graph as to optimize the rendering of the scene graph and to optimize the 
rendering of the image based on the data in the scene graph therefore optimizing the 
rendering procedure. 
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48. As per claim 29, Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above, however 
Strauss fails to specifically teach of wherein DOD/ROI optimization comprises 
intersecting the ROI with the output DOD for a GPU program. Strauss does teach of 
wherein the optimization of the scene graph involves rearranging nodes based on their 
properties ([Fig. 5], [Column 5, lines 50-67], and [Column 6, lines 1-18]). Applicant 
defines ROI and DOD in [01 17] in terms that they help the optimization of a section of 
data (according to shape). Considering each of the nodes have there own properties it 
would be obvious for one skilled in the art to have also termed each grouping of nodes 
that are rearranged in groups according to their properties (based on shape). 
Furthermore, it would have been obvious for one skilled in the art to have determined if 
an image or visual information would be ready for display or use within a program as 
without it being ready it would not be able to be displayed. 

49. Claims 25, 26, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5,896,139 (Strauss) in view of U.S. Publication No.: 
US 2003/0076329 A1 (Beda). 

50. As per claim 25, Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above and of 
wherein said representation of said rendered polygon is a graph ([Fig. 5] and 
[Abstract]). Strauss fails to specifically teach of wherein the graph is a low-level graph. 
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Beda teaches of optimizing the rendering of graphics through the optimization of storing 
and accessing information related to an image based upon a caching structure (scenic 
graph - ex. [0008]) dependent upon an animation engine (graphics processor) wherein 
the graph has both low level and high level components ([Fig. 3], [0048], and [0049]). 
Strauss teaches of a system and a method for optimizing a scene graph for optimizing 
the rendering of an image ([Column 1, lines 63-67] and [Column 2, lines 1-13]). Strauss 
further teaches of containing a graphics controller (GPU) wherein rendering an object by 
executing the steps in the scene graph ([Fig. 3], [Column 1, lines 63-67], [Column 2-1- 
13], and [Column 2- lines 34-44]. Considering Strauss teaches of a system and method 
for using scenic graphs in relation to image data but includes using extra processing 
power (graphics controller) and contains an optimization step (optimization of both the 
scene graph and rendering performance), it would have been obvious for one skilled in 
the art to have combine the teachings of Beda with those of Strauss. Doing so would 
provide the means for an image rendering system that optimizes the scene graph used 
for rendering the image, optimizing the rendering of the image (including having more 
processing power), and having a more structured storage and retrieval method. 

51 . As per claim 26, Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above and of 
wherein said representation of said rendered polygon is a graph ([Fig. 5] and 
[Abstract]). Strauss fails to specifically teach of wherein the graph is a high-level graph. 
Beda teaches of optimizing the rendering of graphics through the optimization of storing 
and accessing information related to an image based upon a caching structure (scenic 
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graph - ex. [0008]) dependent upon an animation engine (graphics processor) wherein 
the graph has both low level and high level components ([Fig. 3], [0048], and [0049]). 
Strauss teaches of a system and a method for optimizing a scene graph for optimizing 
the rendering of an image ([Column 1, lines 63-67] and [Column 2, lines 1-13]). Strauss 
further teaches of containing a graphics controller (GPU) wherein rendering an object by 
executing the steps in the scene graph ([Fig. 3], [Column 1, lines 63-67], [Column 2-1- 
13], and [Column 2- lines 34-44]. Considering Strauss teaches of a system and method 
for using scenic graphs in relation to image data but includes using extra processing 
power (graphics controller) and contains an optimization step (optimization of both the 
scene graph and rendering performance), it would have been obvious for one skilled in 
the art to have combine the teachings of Beda with those of Strauss. Doing so would 
provide the means for an image rendering system that optimizes the scene graph used 
for rendering the image, optimizing the rendering of the image (including having more 
processing power), and having a more structured storage and retrieval method. 

52. As per claim 30, Strauss teaches the limitations of claim 23 above, and of finding 
the result of running a GPU program. Strauss fails to specifically teach of wherein a 
cache is used in order to find the result of running a program, without running 
that program. Beda teaches of optimizing the rendering of graphics through the 
optimization of storing and accessing information related to an image based upon a 
caching structure (scenic graph - ex. [0008]) dependent upon an animation engine 
(graphics processor) and further of pre-processing ([Abstract], [0011], [0047], and 
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[0048]) therefore not running the program until the optimized program (or combination) 
has been discovered. Strauss teaches of a system and a method for optimizing a scene 
graph for optimizing the rendering of an image ([Column 1 , lines 63-67] and [Column 2, 
lines 1 -1 3]). Strauss further teaches of containing a graphics controller (GPU) wherein 
rendering an object by executing the steps in the scene graph ([Fig. 3], [Column 1 , lines 
63-67], [Column 2-1-13], and [Column 2- lines 34-44]. Considering Strauss teaches of a 
system and method for using scenic graphs in relation to image data but includes using 
extra processing power (graphics controller) and contains an optimization step 
(optimization of both the scene graph and rendering performance), it would have been 
obvious for one skilled in the art to have combine the teachings of Beda with those of 
Strauss. Doing so would provide the means for an image rendering system that 
optimizes the scene graph used for rendering the image, optimizing the rendering of the 
image (including having more processing power), and having a more structured storage 
and retrieval method. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron M. Guertin whose telephone number is 571-270- 
1547. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8:30AM-5PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Xiao Wu can be reached on 571-272-7761 . The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



Aaron M. Guertin 
Art Unit 2628 
March 14, 2008 
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/XIAO M. WU/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2628 



